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Qctober 27, 2008

The Honorable Patricia M. Mahan
Mayor, City of Santa Clara

1500 Warburton Avenue

Santa Clara, CA 85050

RE: SUPPORT RECYCLING, OPPOSE SINGLE-USE BAG BANITAX

Dear Mayor Mahan:

The undersigned organizations - representing grocery stores, neighborhood markets, restaurants,
convenience stores, plastic bag manufacturers, and Californian’'s concerned about new fees and taxes -
strongly oppose local ordinances that would ban the use of plastic grocery bags or impose fees and taxes
on paper bags.

We believe that any proposal to ban plastic bags and tax paper bags is anti-consumer, anti-
environment, and anti-business. As you are keenly aware, today's economic climate is challenging for
families and businesses throughout the state and a new and costly mandate on consumers and businesses
that use single-use bags will only exacerbate this situation. [nstead, we encourage you to work with us to
develop and implement a comprehensive plastic bag recycling policy that makes sense for the environment
and the economy.

AN UNNCESSARY BANI/TAX ON FULLY RECYCLABLE BAGS

Though formal plastic bag recycling programs are relatively new, the amount of material being callected for
recycling continuas fo grow at a rapid pace. Nationally, an estimated 812 million pounds of post-consumer
film--including plastic bags--was recovered in 2006 (the last year figures are available, according to the 2006
National Post-Consumer Recycled Plastic Bags and Film Report conducted by Moore Recycling Associates,
Inc. of Sonoma, California). This represents a 24% increase from 652 miffion pounds recovered in 2003.
This increase n recyeling is expected to at least continue or more likely accelerate, in large part due to the
greater prevalence of plastic bag recycling and California’s new law, and as more retailers set up bag
collection programs. Clearly, now /s not the time to revamp the state's exjsting recycling program at the
local level with an onerous and costly new requiatory scheme.

indications are that more plastic grocery bags and other film-type plastics are being recycled in increasing
numbers. In fact, the author of the statewide recycling bill, Assembly member Lloyd Levine, agreed.in a
recent Op-Ed,
« _that law has already resuited in a substantial increase in_both plastic bag recycling and the use of
reusable bags, thanks to environmentally conscious consumers.”
[htip: A rovdesert.convapps/pbes.dilfarticie? A D=i20080806/CPINIOND2/80806020 1/1026/news
121

Why would the City of Santa Clara consider abandoning this new program and saddling consumers with a
higher cost proposal that does nothing to advance the recycling of these products?

Proponents argue the proposed ordinance is an incentive for consumers to bring a reusable bag fo grocery
stores. While this option is surely suitable for some, it is not a practical option for many, especially for those
who rely solely on public transportation or are part of the 82% of the population whe re-use their bags for




needs such as pet waste, lunches, frash can liners, etc. instead of buying new plastic bags far these uses.
in fact, the staff report states that freland imposed a fee that reduced plastic grocery bag consumption by
90%, but it doesn't say that studies found the use of other piastic bags shot up by more than 400% hecause
of the demand for reuse. Furthermare, consumers who accidentally forget to bring a reusabie bag would be
left with no choice but to pay an exorbitant tax on paper bags.

While staff during the Santa Clara County Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission meetings has made
it abundantly clear that they favor this detrimental ban/tax poticy and oppose the recycling-hased policy
option most desired by many in the business community, we would like to continue expressing our desire to
meet and explore these opportunities further, especially in an inclusive stakeholder process that is open to
policies other than a banftax,

ADDRESSING INCORRECT INFORMATION ABOUT PLASTIC BAGS

The proposed Commission model ordinance will not just switch consumer preference to reusable bags, as
many people will continue to demand a single-use bag. We are concernad that much of the information
provided by their staff as justification for this local ordinance is incorrect. The information below was taken
from third-party literature and will heip set the record straight.

Facts:
¥ Eighty-five percent of plastic bags manufactured in the United States are NOT PRODUCED FRON OiL.

They are produced primarily from ethane, a byproduct of patural gas and therefore do not add to our
dependence on foreign oil of contribute to high gas prices.

¥ The City of San Francisco conducted the Streets Litter Audit before and after their ban of plastic bags.
The empirical data clearly show that the ban had NQ IMPACT on the city's litter reduction goals. The
key findings, alfached, were:

s 51% of the litter composition was fiber-based materiats.

» Total bag litter increased from 4.4% before the ban to 5.9% after.

e Plastic retail bag fitter was .6% before and after the ban. The data clearly shows that a plastic bag
ban did not reduce the amount of litter.

v City of Seattle staff report: In a recent report, staff "examined the life cycle environmental impact of
disposable shopping bags and found that the impact of paper bags was overall four times worse than
that for an equal number of plastic bags...Banning plastic bags would push stares and shoppers to paper
bags, resulting in significantly greater greenhouse gas generation.”

¥ Oakland lawsuit: When several plastic bag manufacturers (not affiliated with any of our coalition
members) filed a lawsuit alleging that the City of Oakland did not complete an Environmenial lmpact
Report as reguired under the California Environmental Quality Act, the judge ruled in favor of the
manufacturers and said, “The court.. finds that substantial evidence in the record supports at least a fair
argument that single-use paper bags are more damaging than single-use plastic bags.”

¥ Environment Protection Agency: Plastic bags generate only 50% of the greenhouse gases, 80% less
waste, need only 6% of the water during production, generate 91% less energy to recycle, and need
only 70% less energy to produce than paper bags. [references attached]

v Litter and Waste Stream Amounts: The EPA found that plastic refail bags are only .5% of the waste
stream, and San Francisco found that they are only .6% of their total litter.




v Boustead Lifecycle Assessment: This third-party report found that compared to paper and
compostable bags, plastic bags have lower amounts of total energy, fossit fuel, municipal solid waste,
greenhouse gases, and fresh water usage. [attached)]

While staff believes the proposed ordinance will compel consumers fo switch to reusable bags, it cannot go
unnoticed that this policy will also result in many consumers using paper hags, resulting in significant

environmental impacts.

For the above listed reasons, we strongly oppose this proposed model ordinance. We believe that the most
prudent, economic, and environmentally beneficial approach is to focus existing resources on expanding
upon the state's current recycting law and exploring other such programs,

Sincerely,

Auday Arabo
Fresident
Neighborhood Market Assaciation

Ted Costa
Chief Executive Officer
People's Advocate, [nc.

Keith Jones
Senior Director, Government Affairs
7-Eleven Convenience Stores

CC: Council member Dominic Casera
Council member Will Kennady
Council member Pat Kolstad
Council member Joe Kornder
Council member Jamie MclLeod
Council member Kevin Moore

Amailia Chamorro
Director, Local Government Affairs
California Restaurant Association

John Handley
Government Relations Director
California Independent Grocers Association

Ryan Kenny
Manager, State Affairs and Grassroois
Progressive Bag Affiliates of the American Chemistry
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Executive Summary

The City of San Francisco continues to be known throughout North America for Its initiatives
to protect the environment. The City has a multitude of waste reduction and waste
management programs in place to improve the environment for residents. Such activities as
recently moving to "all-plastics” pick ups in the curbside recycling program are examples of
how this city achieved a 70% diversion rate by 2007.

In 2007, the City conducted a litter audit. Working with HDR / BVA Engineering, a local San
Francisco full service firm, the City audited litter on city streets. HDR [/ BVA in turn
contracted MGM Management, a Canadian environmental consulting firm that has expertise
in the area of litter audit work {o design the audit to conform with their proven methodology.
MGM Management has conducted over a fourteen major litter audits to major North
American municipalities since 2002, and has an accumulated data base of over 56,000 litter
observations.

The San Francisco Department of Envirenment decided that it was necessary to re-audit the
2007 sites in 2008, and to add additional sites to strengthen the litter cbservations. HDR /
BVA Engineering managed and provided trained auditors for the work, while MGM
Management provided the audit design, methodology protocols, site selection including new
randomly selected sites, data management and data analysis services.

Within this study litter is classified as “large” for those items over 4 square inches in size or
as “small” litter for items less than 4 sq. in.  Eighty-four sub-categeries of large and sixteen
sub-categories for small litter were examined.

A total of 3,973 items of large litter were observed by auditors, on San Francisco streets
during the Aprit 2008 litter audit,

One hundred and thirty two sites (increased from 105 in 2007} were audited April 7 - 18,
2008. This audit was conducted at approximately the same time of year in 2008 as in the
previous audit (conducted April 8 — 20, 2007).

The 2007 audit abserved, an average of 36 items of large litfer per site; which decreased
17% to 30 items of large litter per site in 2008 ( 3,873 / 132 sites). The chart below
ilustrates how the results in the San Francisco litter audit compare with 2007 and with other
jurisdictions.

City of San Francisco Department of Environment Litter Survey Repart - July 2008 2
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The largest category of large litter obsarved, at 664 litter pleces was non-branded paper
napkins and paper towels. This is a similar result from the 2007 audit, where napkins were
the second most significant category (570 pieces of large litter in 2007). Printed paper
materials were the second most significant litter category at 380 items, followed closely by
miscellaneous paper, last year's most significant large litter category. Miscellaneous paper
was the third most significant category in the 2008 litter audit with 318 items observed.

Again in 2008, all fiber based products and items that were observed contributed 51% of the.
total large litter observed, as compared to 54% in the 2007 audit. Fiber based litter included
paper, paperboard, cardboard, towels, napkins, newspapers, books, flyers, printed
inaterials, and business forms, stationary.

An interesting observation was made in terms of what brands of printed materials are on the
ground in San Francisco. MUNI tickets and transfers are a contributor to paper litter on city
streets. This observation of transit tickel, receipts and transfers as being a significant
contribution to paper litter is consistent with cbservations made by the consuitant in our
(other) urban audits. This is an area where action can reduce litter significantly.

The second mast significant material type ohserved was plastic materials. These included
miscellaneous plastic, plastic packaging, wrap, plastic bags-retail and non-retail, hot and
cold plastic drink cups, plastic jars, bottles, composiles, utensils, zip bags, beverage
containers, trays, polystyrene cups, confectionary, sweet and snack food packaging,
pouches, plates, retail bags, and carrying rings. The most significant single category of
plastic litter was unidentified miscellaneous plastic litter; which is fitter that is broken or
weathered that audltors cannot identify it with certainly; and Is assumed to be plastic.
Miscellaneous plastic litter accounted for 188 litterad items or 4.7 % {compared to 9% in
2007) of total litter. All large plastic litter in aggregate accounted for 9563 items observed
(compared to 746 in 2007), or 24 % of total large litter observed {compared to 20% in 2007).

City of San Francisco Deparliment of Environment Litter Survey Report - July 2008 3




Below we compare litter occurrence in San Francisco versus all previous audits completed
by the consultant. This.allows a comparison to other jurisdictions where fitter audits have
been done using the same methodology.

San Francisco 2008 vs. Other Jurisdictions (2002 - 2007)"
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1. Aggregated lilter data, Litter audis by MGM Management including:
City of Toronto, Ganada (2002, 2003, 2004 (2 audils), 2005, 2006
Regional Municipalily of Pee!, Canada (2003}

Regionat Municipalily of York, Canada {2003}

Regionat Municipality of Durtham, Canada (2003)
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Again in 2008, observations of the small litter classification during the San Francisco audit
showed a relatively low occurrence of small litter on city streets, as compared to audits
performed by the consultant in other cities. In the 2008 audit, 2,335 small litter items were
observed {compared to 2,393 in 2007) at 132 sites audited. This averages 18 items per site
(compared to 23 in 2007) which is comparable with 21 items / site for the City of Toronto,
Ontario, Canada; where considerable clean-up activities and litter abatement efforts have
been underway for severai years. Averages twice as high as the small litter rate observe in
San Francisco in 2007 have been recorded by the consultant in other litter audits.

As Identified in the 2007 litter audit, gum deposits on San Francisco streets continue to be a
significant issue. Gum deposits on sidewalks and roadways cause a sticky and annoying
problem for pedestrians. Gum deposits accounted for 39.5% of all the small litter observed
during the 2007 audit, and in 2008 a similar observations was noted. In the 2008 litter audit
gum deposits were 41% of the small litter observations made (860 gum deposits noted).
Glass and paper small fitter were afso significant contributors to this class of litter.

Small litter is difficult to control, in that it is "manufaciured” by a combination of degradation
{weather) and man-made activities (vehicie traffic, mowing, etc.).

The smaii iitter results for the 2008 San Francisco audit sites are illustrated below.
Due to the nature of randomly selecting sites and the methodology used for litter auditing of

those locations, the consultant is of the opinion that this litter audit is representative of the
overall litter ocourrence in the City of San Francisco streets, as of April 2008.

City of San Francisco Department of Environment Litter Survey Report - July 2008 5




2007 San Francisco - Small Litter - by Catagory

2008 - % of total Small Litter
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2008 2007
%ofSub- % of Total | % of Tota
- ralegory  Large Litter | Large Litler -

e . T R A Piastic bag ban has done rothing to
Plaslic bags - no.brand! 57.9% 342% 2 1.11% reduce bag litter
Paper bags- nol retat 183%  108% 7} 1.88% Plastic retail bags wers 0.6% before
Plastic retat bags 10.9% 0.64% 0.60% and after plastic bag ban
Paperretat bags 14 6.0% 0.36% 0.37%
Zipper bags/ sandwich 105 4.5% 0.26% 0.31%
Paper bags - fast food 51 2.8% 0.16%. 0.18%

235 100.0% 5.91% 4:45%

Sub-category average (2002 - 2007 - 54,00C observations) 2.80%

1, Nole: Piastic bags with no clear brand marking hcluded i this sub-category

2. ltern counts may not equal whole numbers due 1o averaging.

. Paper retaii Zipper bags/ Paper bags.-
- - bags, 8.0% sandwich, 4.5% fast food, 2:6%

" Pstic hags -

Plasiic retai ~ porbrandi, L
bags, 10.9% s7a%
Paper bags -
nol retad,
18.3%

Discussion:

Plastic bags including retail sacks, zipper bags represented 4.3 % of total large lilter (172
items out of 3,973). Plastic bags represented 73% of bag litter, as observed in the 2008
litter audit. Plastic bags with or without brand marking on them (i.e. grocery bags)
represented 69% of the litter in this category, and 4% of total litter. Paper bags collectively
accounted for 24 % of this sub-category, with non-retail paper bags (like lunch bags)
representing 18% of the sub-category.

In 2008, as was alsc observed in 2007, bag litter in San Francisco was higher (5.9% of total

litter) than the consultant's category average for bags in all audits conducted between 2002
— 2007 {2.8%) from other combined jurisdictions.
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C American”
*Chemistry
Counal

Info Sheet

Contact; Jennifer Killinger (703) 741-5833
Email: jennifer_killinger@americanchemistry.com

RECYCLABLE PLASTIC BAGS

Piastic grocery bags are an extremely resource-cfficient disposable bag choice.
@ Plastic grocery bags require 70 percent less energy to manufacture than paper bags.'

®  For every seven trucks needed o deliver paper bags, only one truck fs needed for the same number of
plastic bags, helping 1o save energy and reduce emissions.

e It takes 91% less energy to recycle a pound of plastic than it takes to recycle a pound ufpapel

Less maferial means less waste and fewer emissions.

e 2,000 plastic bags weigh 30 ths; 2,000 paper bags weigh 280 Ibs. Plastic bags take up a lot less space ina
landfifl.”

e  Diastic bags generate 80 percent less waste than paper bags.”

e Plastic grocery and retail bags make up a tiny fraction (less than 0.5 percent) of the .S, municipal solid
waste stream.”

&  Plastic bags generate only 50% of the greenhuuse gas (GHG) emissions of composted paper bags.'

e  The production of plastic bags consumes less than 6 percent of the water needed to make paper bags.'

Plastic grocery bags are fully reey clable? and the number of recycling programs is fncreasing d-uly

e  Nationwide over 812 mitlion pounds of bags and film were recycled in 2006 - up 24 peuent from 20057

»  According to EPA's data, about 10 percent of plastic bags and film were recycled in 2006."

@ Plastic bags can be made into dozens of useful new products, such as building and construction products,
low-maintenance fencing and decking, and of course, new bags,

e Theré is high demand for this material, and in most areas, demand cxceeds the available supply because
wany consumers are nol aware that collection programs are available at local stores.

* Inrecent years, many grocers and retailers have introduced plastic bag collection programs, Consumess
should look for a collection bin, usually located at the front of the store. The number of municipal drop-off
centers and curbside programs to recycle plastic bags is increasing also. Consumers can locate plastic bag
recyeling programs in their communities by visiting wwiw. PlasticBagRecycling.org.

e [naddition to grocery bags, other plastic retail bags, dry cleaning bags, newspaper bags. plastic wrap from
products like paper towels and toilet paper. and all bags labeled with recycling codes #2 (HDPE) and #4
{(LLDPE) can be included wherever plastic bags are collected for recycling.

| Boustead Cansulling & Associates Ltd, L Cvele Assessment for Three Tvpes of Grocery Bugs - Reevclable Plastic: Compostable,
Bivdegradable Plastic. and Recycled. Reeyeluble Paper. 2007. See:
Te. s wn asmericanshemisiry conss_plnbesidoe asp?CID=1HHOGR DID-

2 v Eiieel . . . S . .
1S, Environmental Protection Agency. Questions abowt Vowr Commmity Shopping Bags: Paper or Plastic. See:
It Sweb arehive org/we B 200061 26235724 0 vy, epa, gov Tegion Lseninuailics shopbaes, Jiml

3 . . L
1.5, Environnentad Protection Agency, Municipa! Wasee in the United States: 2006 Facrs and Fignres. Sce:
gy ww e engsovdepaosyeinon-hw/muncplimsw 04 blo

* Reeyeling may not be availabie in all areas. -Cheek to see it'plasiic bag recycling exists in your connaunily. See:
hps i ptastichasnecyclingorg Gl YWY

* Moore Reevcling Associates, Inc. 2006 National Past-Constuer Reeveled Plestic Bag and Finr Report. Soncma, Califermia. 2008, See:
B americ e hemisiry comds rheties fdoe asp?CHr) 3M3&DID=7 |49

ia
&
americanchemistry,coma 1309 Wilson Boutevard, Adingeon, VA 22309 | (703) 7413000 ¢




In addition to recycling, a recent national survey shows that over 90% of Americans reuse their
plastic bags.
e Aboul 65% of Americans reuse their bags for trash disposal. Other common uses inchude lunch bags and:
pet pick-up.
s I this regard, the reuse of a plastic shopping bag prevents a second bag.from being purchased to [uifitl
these necessary functions.

WHAT TO KNOW ABOUT BAG BANS

Bauning recyclable plastic bags will not reduce society’s dependence on oil.
e Inthe United Stales, nearly 80% ofpolyeth},-'lencé, the type of plastic used to make plastic bags, 1s produccd
frein natural gas, nof oil. This includes feedstock, process and transportalion energy.
e  Much of the energy used to make plastic bags is embodied in the bag itself, and since plastic bags are fully
recyclable, that energy is available for new products.

Mandating that recyclable plastic bags be replaced with biodegradable or compostable bags will
not reduce litfer or the amount of waste in our landiills.

o The biodegradable and compostable bags currently on the market will only degrade in a professionally-
managed, large-scale composting facility. They wiil not breakdown in the natural environment, in a home
composting device or in a land[iil.

¢ It is currently estimated that there are fewer than 100 suitable composting facilitics in the United States.
Where composting facilities are not available, “compostable” bags wili be sent to a landfill.

Banning recyclable plastic bags or mandating their replacement with compostable bags will
diminish efforts to reeycle these products.

s Mandating that grocers and retailers replace plastic bags with compostable or paper bags will eliminate
many in-store collection programs, which are carrently the largest mechanism for recovering post-
consumer bags for reeycling,

e inaddition, the mandated use of compostable bags will cause the accidental commingling of biodegradable
and recyclable bags, which will contaminate the recovered material, rendering it unusable by
manufaciurers.

Last Updated: August 13, 2008 :
hupsfwww americanchemisiry.com

The American-Chemistry Conncil (ACC) represents the leading companies engaged in the business of chemistry, ACC members
apply the science of ehemistey to make innovative products and services that make people's lives hetter, heaithier and safer: ACC
is committed o improved environmental, health and safery performance through Responsible Care®, common sense advocacy
desioned 1o address major publie poliey isswes, and health and envivonmental research and product testing. The business of
chemistru is a S664 billion enterprise and a key efement af the nation’s economy. i is ane of the nation's largest exporters,
aecounting for fen cems our of every dotlar in U.8: exports. Chenvistry companies are among the largest investors in researcl)
and development, Sufety and secirity have ahvays been primary concerns of ACC members, and they have intensified their
effowts, working closely with govermnent agencies to imprave security and (o defend agatust any threat to the nation’s critical
infrasiriciure.

& _ . - e N . - .

> LS. Pepartment of Enerey’s and National Renewable Tnergy Laboratory”s U.S. Life Cyele fnventory Database. See: ftipi/fasiw nrd o
Diata also avaitable as a report: Frankiin Assogiates, LLC. Cradie-to-Gate Life Cyele mventory of Nine Plastic Resius and Twa Pobverethane
Precursors. 2007, See: Bupiiwvaw am

. 2
ameticanchemistry.com 1300 Wilsa Boulevard, Adington. VA 22209 | (703) 7415000 §¢




